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Hie Examiner suggests, however, that this limitation can be round m Tagenberg* arid in 
particular, at eoi. 4, lines 1 5-20 and lines 34-46, The Examiner then proposes to combine 
Mondrosch and Tugcnbcrg because one of ordinary skill in the an 

"woxski kjvefound it obvious to in^kmejit or ^corporate Tug's modifying said m>w<message slot to ^ 

.However, one of ordinary skill in the art would surely have recognized rhat once a 

destination. Thus, one of ordinary skill in the art would no doubt find it unnecessary to modify a 
message slot to specify an intended destination, of a message after tku message h as already 

an exercise as being about as pointless as retrieving an envelope from one's mailbox, ami then 
< y. <v n ,u ^ >^ fv- 1 e- ^ e ope 

Where the references do not expressly or impliedly suggests the claimed invention, "the 
examiner must present a convincing line of reasoning as to why the artisan would have found the 
claimed invention to have been obvious in light of the teachings of the references/ 1 ' 1 

Applicant requests that the Examiner provide some plausible chain of technical reasoning 
to explain why one of ordinary skill in the art would bother to specify an intended recipient, of a 
message when that message has already arrived at its intended recipient. 

Tugenberg fails to teach missing claim UimtaUon 

it. is unclear what, in Tugenberg, the Examiner regards as corresponding to the claimed 

message list, or what in Tugenberg corresponds to a new-message slot that is to be modi tied. 
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Nevertheless, ihe Examiner draws attention to five fields 210, 215, 220, 225, 280 (see 
Hi. 5. > duu allegedly contain certain identification information. These fields are part of a 
message header 205, and not part of a message list with message slots. 

According to the Examiner, information in these five field-; is 

Ho ^ ' > >„ vile i to 1 >vJi».i Lm, n ^ u > n u ^ t k \ 

skn to specify an intesided recipient."' The fact that Tugenherg happens to use certain information 
stoic J 'it vCnae-i 'ci« s s tke U \\ ae T bur to ac> co, a- ic- eU a r;ev*aee v ,,*,,.lo <ei* ;> irodsh,"e 
a sk>t v.; specify an in leaded recipient. 

Moreover, there is no teaching in Tugenberg that information in any one of those five 
fields specifies an intended recipient, in particular: 

* The first Held 2 .! 0 includes information identifying a type or purpose of a 
message. This field therefore lacks information specifying an intended recipient 
as required by the claim. 

* The second field 215 includes information identifying the particular station thai a 
sending station characterizes as being ?he network controller. This has nothing to 
do with speeirymg an intended recipient as required b> the dahn. " 

* K - v '• <Vk : 220 ' K'udes ii fo ^al'oi ' ideating whether a -ending station a 

« s a u s 1 as -vu ne-t *v . hi- \tfed. Again, this kj^ nothing f<* do 
\s , \ Vv,j>a „ ar < iterated sc. r <•> f s r«j res! bx chain i/ 
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* The fourth field 225 identifies the sending .station, not the receiving station. This 
.hold therefore has nothing U> do « uh speeitXh^ an uk-nded ; t c.r:<t:< us ieqaired 

« The fifth field 230 contains the message itself Again, this has nothing to do with 
specifying an intended recipient of the message." 

It is apparent thai none of the live fields have anything to do with specifying an intended 
recipient. It is therefore difficult to see why modifying any of these fields would somehow 
specify an intended recipient of the message as required by claim I . 

Chd.ni requires message list accessible to a plurality of processors 

The preamble of claim 1 recites a method for posting a message on "a message list 

,f-t. ^< * ^ ^. ; > \, ■> > n l (.riv.^ J _ j ^t n U i 'hi w 1 - k' ^ f 'i ! 

plurality of processors Therefore, Motulrosch is not even pertinent 10 the claimed invention. 

Claim I "n preamble recites a structural limitation on the message list. It 53, in tact, 
precisely the message list's accessibility to processors that permits one processor to place & 
message in a new-message slot and another processor to receive that message. If the message list, 
were only accessible to a single processor, as is the case in Moticimsch, h would make no sense 
for *tv pr.-tes.^oi \. eW a message for another processor. After all. that other processor would 
never he ..bL severe the message list to see the message. 

X^pheaiiJ ot cas attention to Corning Glass Works'-' in support of the proposition that 
anv ts.«rt uofog\ n tlx* pieamKe that limits the structure of the claimed invention must be treated 
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<vs not appear 10 teac'i :ncHii f y;n.j; u\v mc-'saey U\t I leoce, the proposed 
vv- references h\h tu teach "a menage ii>»t ac<.cv;n<k to a plurality of 

:^ v lar.rw are Jtpvade n uu el.em ! and :r o iho v e;»>rc patentable for at least 
( 5 •«« c f "" x ee*ion with claim I . 

Depentiejii i hums 

\\ f vv to t: . rere.uient claims, applicant mcoprorates and re-asserts the arguments 
t,et ov b "is t te eovr.e Set! on March 23, 2006. 

Section 103 icjiet'oa ot claims 5, 6, 8, an.d 9 

Ti ov.: ^rcr u:^ed new grounds for rejecting claims 5, 6 5 8, ami 9, all of which 

,cc-;e Lnoiaco^ that ictlt to cstnu ec^mVion n,,,.-^ Ci aUentvn , i tskt- 

The Examiner concedes that Mondrosux fails to teach either destination musks or 
attention mask?, However, the Examiner seems to be suggesting thai the frve fields shown in 
FIG, 2 of Tugvtiberg are both destination masks and attention masks. 

The Examiner doe;? net explain why any of the live fields shown in FIG, 2 should be 
regarded as either an attention mask or a destination mask. Instead, the Examiner appears to hav<. 
simply cut and paste text from the rejection of claim I. This recycled text suites that the five 
fields contain information that is 

The Examiner declines to explain, just ho w Tugatberg '$ use of certain information to 
determine whether a processor should accept or discord a message establishes the existence of 
both destination masks and attention masks. 
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